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Abstract 
Successful implementation of the learning strategies model proposed by 
Alley and Deshler (1979) depends on h igh levels of interactive planning and 
effort by learning disabilities teachers, regular classroom teachers and 
administrators. In this context, structural coupling and expectancy climate 
become important intervening variables by defining mechanisms and norms that 
influence how in dividuals interact and the level of effort expended. The 
purpose of this pilot study was to establish structural coupling and expec­
tancy climate levels with interview and assessment instruments. Over 155 
educators drawn from several schools participated in the study. Results of 
the study showed that these assessment instruments demonstrated high reli­
ability and adequate validity levels. 
The Research and Development Plan for the University of Kansas Learning 
Disabilities Institute (KU-IRLD) (Deshler, Schumaker, Warner, & A lley, 1978) 
endorsed the generalization that environmental factors must be combined with 
individual attributes to enable a more complete understanding of the learning 
disabled (LD) adolescent and young adult. Lewin's (1935, 1936, 1938) early 
formulation of human behavior is basic to this line of research (B - f(PE), 
where B = behavior, P = person, and E = environment). In addition, two environ­
mental concepts, coupling and climate, define mechanisms and norms within 
schools that strongly influence how individuals interact. These variables are 
important because the effectiveness of existing and proposed programs for 
learning disabled adolescents depends on cooperative efforts of teachers and 
administrators. For instance, the formulation and implementation of individ­
ualized educational programs for LD adolesce nts require high levels of coopera­
tion by all teachers involved. An even more tenuous set of interactions 
occurs when students advance from a middle or junior-high school to high 
school. Cooperative planning between school levels must be extensive to 
prevent disruption of student progress. Interventions such as the learning 
strategies model (Deshler, Schumaker, Warner, Alley, & Moran, 1979) create 
uncertainty for staff members while at the same time relying on cooperative 
planning for successful implementation. 
Structural coupling and expectancy climate, therefore, are important 
factors in the successful implementation of special programs such as the 
learning strategies model because of their effect on the levels of cooperative 
planning and efforts required to carry out these programs. The general purpose 
of this line of investigation is to determine the intervening effects of 
structural coupling and expectancy climate on the success levels of the learning 
strategies interventions and on the levels of cooperative planning for LD 
students. Specifically, the objectives of this pilot study were to establish 
the reliability and validity levels of a set of instruments and assessment 
procedures designed to measure these variables. 
Structural Coupling of School Activities 
The dominant school form in the United States today consists of large-
scale units organized as bureaucracies and ma naged by political systems (Meyer 
& Row an, 1978). As the scale of the organization expands higher levels of 
coordination and integration are required and bureaucratic controls emerge for 
the purpose of structuring efficiently the activities. This traditional, 
theoretical explanation of organizational control has been assumed to hold for 
school systems based on the premise that multitiered organizations are necessary 
to communicate accurately the school system's objectives from top to bottom, 
to monitor actions and outcomes and, if necessary, to order corrective actions 
(Ouchl, 1978). 
However, using the above conceptualization, Dornbusch and S cott (1975) 
discovered no evidence of effective evaluation or control in school systems. 
In general, support is mounting for the proposition that schools lack close 
internal coordination, especially for instructional content and methods. 
Similarly, Meyer and Ro wan concluded that instruction tends to be removed from 
the control of the organization structure, in both its bureaucratic and col-
leaguial aspects. Such findings and observations have led to a variety of 
speculations, including those of March and Olsen (1976) and Weick (1976, 
1980), concerning the loose coupling in most schools. 
Loose Coupling 
Weick (1976) illustrated the concept of loose coupling by stating that 
while the parts of a school are responsive to each other, each preserves its 
own identity and physical or logical separateness. As a result, the activities 
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of one part have less impact on others than commonly assumed. This changed 
perspective of educational organizations suggests that some school functions 
are less interdependent than would otherwise be predicted based on traditional 
bureaucratic theory. 
Weick (1980) discussed four nuances of loose coupling: stability, multiple 
realities, minimal social ties, and spontaneous self-organization. In terms 
of stability, Weick considered schools, as organizations, to be stable--not 
because of their bureaucratic nature—but because of the absence of dense, 
complex, self-correcting sets of linkages among variables. In schools, link­
ages are subtle and give the system stability without overburdening other 
parts when responding to change. For example, one school within a district 
may implement a new intervention program for LD s tudents, independently of 
other schools in the district. 
The second nuance relates to multiple realities. Loosely coupled schools 
are often characterized by low agreement among different groups of educators 
and hence emerge as plural improvisations by leaders who agree on ways in 
which to behave or activities to be carried out. That is, people reach agree­
ment on an item but avoid examining why they agree. Various activities emerge 
as the groups move from a condition they find undesirable. The emphasis on 
means and a concomitant inattention to goals reduce the coupling of behavior 
and outcomes. Individuals agree on a course of action such as a new curriculum 
because they perceive a problem in a manner that fits their view of reality. 
However, this does not mean that they will have the same reality or agree on 
what the outcomes should be. An illustration of the multiple-realities nuance 
is that some schools may implement the learning strategies intervention without 
the staff agreeing on what is to be accomplished by the program. 
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The third nuance employs the concept of minimal social ties. The need in 
schools for chronic, intense, mutual attention and sharing among educators 
tends to be overemphasized. The perspective of loose coupling balances this 
overemphasis by suggesting that staff members can be effective with minimal 
social ties within the school. Teachers may have little need to be tied to 
the administrative structure, for example, and may be e ffective with only 
minimal ties to the school's structure. This situation is further illustrated 
by the pockets-of-autonomy concept (Hanson & Brown, 1977) according to which 
certain decisions are made by administrators, while others are reserved for 
teachers, who often act independently of the administration. Teacher autonomy 
usually relates to the school's teaching-learning process. 
The l ast nuance, spontaneous self-organization, also relates to the 
concept of minimal social ties. When individuals discover minimal linkages, 
they build bonds with a few other individuals to a small, self-sustaining 
group that is independent of the formal control of the school. In discussing 
structural change and coupling, Hemes (1976) observed that while groups in a 
school may be independent, they often cooperate to achieve a common purpose. 
However, this coupling may have little impact on the remainder of the school. 
In fact, some groups may be independently involved with many other groups and 
produce few repercussions in the total system. Due to timing, such coupling 
may remain undetected. In other words, the groups may be coupled as long as 
the alliance remains mutually beneficial. Similarly, over a period of time or 
at different times, groups may be tightly or loosely coupled without changing 
the school's overall organizational structure. Change or intervention, there­
fore, will be successful in those schools where the groups perceive mutual 
benefit. Unless some enduring advantage is present, the coupling or coopera­
tive planning and intervention may be short lived and thus result in few 
long-term or permanent changes. 
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Using the above nuances to explain the development of special education 
programs, Weick suggested that stability is present, for example, when parents 
request designation of new categories of students (such as learning disabilities) 
for special treatment. The school responds by designating specialists or by 
announcing a plan to incorporate the new categories. It persists by being 
aware of these needs and incorporating them swiftly. Such a response, however, 
may simply serve to make the school independent of environmental change; there 
is no need for tight monitoring, feedback, or adjustment because creation of 
the new categories reduces environmental pressure. 
In addition to the nuances just discussed, Weick identified four conditions 
that produce loosely coupled systems: constant variables, neutralized feedback, 
prior socialization, and c ryptic surveillance. To the extent a school is 
characterized by these conditions, it is likely to be loosely coupled. 
Constant variables serve to decouple a system because the groups indepen­
dently can predict their roles and their responses to the demands of the 
system. Administrators who are aware of the constant variables often are 
reluctant to initiate change for fear of eliciting negative reactions, "The 
curriculum is already overburdened with frills so we can't do anything in 
career education. . . . People are reluctant to advance and refuse to accept 
innovations that cut across existing lines of specialization" (McCleary, 1979, 
p. 52). 
It may be difficult to convince administrators holding such views to 
implement changes such as the learning strategies model because it would 
redefine the constant variables of the schools. Pfeffer (1978) noted that 
organizations are loosely coupled, in part, because few participants are 
constantly involved or care about every aspect of the organization. 
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Neutralized feedback, the second c haracteristic of a loosely coupled 
system, results from delayed or ambiguous communication. Delays make the 
feedback less effective and may result in missing or vague data on which to 
base decisions. Schools operating on limited information are characterized by 
loose coupling results. 
The next condition producing loosely coupled systems is prior socialization. 
Individuals often come into a group with a network of relationships that serve 
as a support system. Such networks lessen the need for the formal organization 
and strengthen the role of the group. People new to the school may need to 
develop small-group affiliations rather than support and direction of the 
formal organization. Groups within such a structure maintain weak linkages 
with the overall organization and, as a result, the school remains loosely 
coupled. 
The last condition deals with cryptic surveillance. As new school programs 
are developed and implemented, additional inspection, monitoring, and feedback 
become necessary. The individuals who are responsible for such surveillance 
must have a strong commitment to their role to prevent loose coupling. Typi­
cally, administrators are given the job of monitoring new programs. Since 
many administrators feel they are already overworked and do not have the time 
for additional responsibilities, a new program may develop a separate support 
system w ith weak linkage to the total organization. For example, if a principal 
responsible for monitoring a learning strategies intervention is not strongly 
committed to the program i t becomes loosely attached and atrophies. 
Oldham and Brass (1979) found that change within a newspaper office from 
a closed-space to an opened-space office concept resulted in movement from a 
loosely coupled to a tightly coupled system. Simultaneously, morale and 
productivity declined as predicted by traditional bureaucratic theory. According 
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to Bidwell (1965), similar changes would occur with school settings, which 
tend to be characterized by structural looseness for such instructionally 
related activities as curriculum and technology, evaluation or surveillance, 
and direct authority over instruction. The classic illustration is that 
teachers close the doors and conduct their classes independently of others. 
Except in special circumstances, only the students observe the instructional 
processes. Administrators and colleagues, therefore, have limited direct 
influence on actual classrooms instruction. If a school is loosely coupled, a 
teacher has a great deal of freedom to act independently of colleagues and 
administrators. A m ove t o tight coupling would lead to reduced morale and 
productivity. 
This conclusion is generally supported by the findings of Meyer, Scott, 
Cole, and Intili (1978) who listed that, within a given school, teachers 
exhibit little agreement when describing school and classroom practices. The 
exceptions are situations in which teachers are interdependent through team or 
group activities such as writing and evaluating IEP's. 
If teachers continue to demand more professional status, teacher autonomy 
may be further entrenched in the structure of schools. Bidwell (1965) argued 
that in order to deal with the variability of students on a daily basis, 
teachers need professional autonomy. Schools currently are structured to 
allow this type of organization in the areas of instruction and planning. 
Therefore, teacher militancy and the resulting increases in autonomy may have 
little impact on school structure, but may reinforce the status quo and may 
promote loose coupling. Katz (1968) supported this contention when he suggested 
that the rules allowing teacher autonomy are as much a part of the formal 
structure of the organization as are the rules requiring teacher compliance. 
Professional autonomy includes the right of the teachers to plan and instruct 
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as they see fit. In other words, teachers in loosely coupled schools indepen­
dently select their colleaguial associations, teaching styles, and instructional 
strategies. 
Team o r group activities represent exceptions to the loose coupling of a 
school's technical core and present important areas of study for interactive 
interventions such as the learning-strategies model. Other organizational 
configurations and group practices, however, promote coupling. For example, 
teachers and other personnel within and across subject areas and special 
services may assume, formally or informally, shared responsibility for accom­
plishing a 'set of educational objectives. The teachers hereby become responsive 
to each other, and if one changes his/her content or process, others are 
impacted. The foregoing generalizations provide support for the.following 
hypothesis: structural coupling is related positively to the levels of coopera­
tive planning that occur within and between school units for learning disabled 
students. 
Expectancy CIimate 
An early example of expectancy effects in schools is provided by Foley 
(1965). Many teachers' low expectations of minority group or learning disabled 
youngsters become self-fulfilling prophecies. The students sense the negative 
teacher judgments, are not motivated to excel or exert themselves and, thus, 
teacher expectations are confirmed. This basic idea has intuitive appeal. 
Expectancy, as a determinant of educational outcomes, was popularized 
with the publication of the Rosenthal and Jacobson studies (1966, 1968a, 
1968b). These investigations have been criticized severely because they 
failed to identify the teacher behaviors that produce achievement (Thorndike, 
1968) and to use correct methodologies, appropriate statistical analyses, and 
interpretation techniques (Cronbach, 1970; Elashoff & Snow, 1971). Other 
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investigators have not been able to replicate Rosenthal and Jacobson's findings 
(Claiborn, 1969; Fleming & Anttonen, 1971; Jose & Cody, 1971). 
These early investigations are marred by two fundamental problems. The 
first involves the artificial and weak manipulation of teacher expectancy. 
The studies employed desi gns that attempted to create expectancy discrepancies 
through simplified or fabricated information. Expectancy effects have been 
found to exert positive influences in studies using field-study approaches 
(Brookover, Beady, Flood, Schweitzer, & Wisenbaker, 1977; Michenbaum, Bowers, 
& Ross, 1969; Rothbart, Dal fen, & B arrett, 1971). The second problem relates 
to their atheoretical orientation. The basic assumption that "what you expect 
is what you get" fails to elucidate how b ehavior is generated. Expectancy has 
long been incorporated into cognitive approaches to motivation that explain 
the emergence of both teacher and student behavior. 
According to Rosenthal (1974) teachers create a warmer socio-emotional 
atmosphere for brighter students, allow brighter students more opportunities 
to learn, persist more in interchanges with brighter students, and interact 
more often with the brighter students. More recent reexaminations of the 
Pygmalion effect reveal patterns of differential teacher behavior toward highl­
and low-expectation students (Cooper, 1979). In his review of recent litera­
ture on teacher expectations, Cooper concluded that teachers frequently give 
feedback according to effort expenditures of high expectation students, while 
using affective feedback as an interaction control for low-expectation students. 
Cooper's model of the expectation process--both communication and resulting 
behavior change--included as inputs: student abilities and backgrounds, teacher 
expectations for students, and teacher perceptions of control over student 
performance. The interaction process occurs and the teacher gives feedback to 
students through praise, criticism, and socio-emotional atmosphere. Since 
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brighter students initiate interaction more often, the process is intensified 
for them. The more praise—even mere attention—they receive, the better 
chance they have of performing and thereby meeting teacher expectations. The 
teacher, in turn, exerts added control over student outcomes through extended 
interaction time. 
While acknowledging the effect of other factors on student performance, 
Cooper suggested that teacher expectations are important in maintaining students 
at preexisting levels of achievements. Teacher expectations may even allow 
latent student differences to appear; however, they severely bias outcomes. 
Brophy and Good's (1974) findings concurred with those of Cooper by 
demonstrating that expectancy effects depend on teacher style. Other studies 
have shown that teacher-formed expectations relate to student achievement 
(Dusek & O' Connell, 1973; O'Connell, Dusek & Wheeler, 1974). In response to 
the question, "how does this relationship occur?", West and Anderson (1976) 
suggested that student performance may influence teacher expectations as 
easily as teacher expectations appear to influence student performance. These 
authors identified several competing linkages between expectancy and variables 
such as intelligence, achievement, and behavior in addition to various situation 
variables. 
Based on the ideas of Tolman (1932, 1959) and Lewin (1936, 1951), Vroom 
(1964) formulated the first explicit expectancy theory applied to organizational 
behavior. Although variations exist, most conceptualizations of the model 
employ the concepts of expectancy (E), valence (V) and instrumentality (I). 
Expectancy (E) is the subjective probability that there is a relationship 
between behavior and performance levels. Expectancy is high, for instance, if 
an educator believes that high effort will yield outcomes such as high student 
achievement and positive attitudes. Valence (V) describes the attractiveness 
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or desirability of a reward for an individual. Rewards whose valences are 
high constitute goals that the individual actively seeks or strongly desires. 
For example, some people are motivated by mo ney and care little about prestige 
or recognition. For them, money is a high-valence outcome. Student esteem 
usually holds high valence for teachers. Applied to expectancy theory, Instru­
mentality (I), is the belief that a given performance will lead to rewards or 
outcomes. The individual knows that a specific performance level is acceptable 
and feels confident that behaving in the prescribed manner will bring about 
the desired reward. (Vroom, 1964). The basic postulate is that the force of 
motivation (FM) is the product of expectancy times the sum of valence and 
instrumentality (FM = E (SIV)). A hi gh force to behave exists when the expec­
tancies, valences, and instrumentalities are high. 
Learned helplessness is a recently formulated concept that complements 
expectancy motivation. In contrast to instrumentality, this phenomenon o ccurs 
when an individual learns over a series of trials that she/he has no control 
over the outcome of events. Thomas (1979) noted that LD stu dents come to 
believe that they can no longer learn. In other words, they have failed to 
control the results of their efforts to such a degree that they see little 
sense in expending effort. Results of other studies (Thornton & Jacob s, 1971) 
demonstrated that repeated exposure to failure causes students to be deficient 
in activities they could once accomplish. When people see events beyond their 
control, regardless of their persistence declines and passivity and anxiety 
increase (Klein & Seligma n, 1976; Roth & Bootgen, 1974; Thornton & Jacobs , 
1971). Benson and Kennelly (1976) found that learned helplessness results 
from experience with failure. Learned helplessness, then, is related more to 
a loss of control over the process that delegates rewards, than the reward 
itself (Thomas, 1979). 
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Learned helplessness has double implications for teachers. The difficulty 
of working with LD stu dents who repeatedly fail is increased when teachers are 
affected by a similar phenomenon. They give up on nonachieving students, see 
no connection between effort and reward with them and find other students more 
appealing. Ultimately the students' learned helplessness reinforces teacher 
expectations and causes teachers to react in kind. The student has failed in 
the past; she/he fails again; the teacher sees it; the teacher reacts in a 
less than supportive manner; the student behavior recurs. This cycle may 
result in pervasive and negative attitudes in a school, that is, in a climate 
characterized by expectancy of failure. 
Expectancy motivation as a climate concept. The concept of climate 
refers to these internal characteristics of a school or organization that 
define the culture for students, teachers, and administrators. School, class­
room or group climate encompasses a number of variables broadly conceived as 
norms and expectations held for various members (Brookover & E rickson, 1975). 
Members of the group perceive these factors and comm unicate them to each other 
to shape behavior. Individual expectancy motivation aggregated to the appro­
priate level (group, classroom, school) defines the individuals' force to 
behave in the social situation. 
Brookover and his colleagues (1977) demonstrated that, as a climate 
variable, student and teacher expectations clearly affect academic achievement. 
The environment in which high performance occurs clearly delineates how a 
person is to be rewarded, that is, students, teachers, and administrators can 
determine the instrumentality for a given action. Extrapolating this contention 
to the proposed investigation suggests that climate, as the aggregate expectancy 
motivation of a group, classroom, or school, promises to help explain the 
level of cooperative planning. When the expectations and instrumentalities 
12 
are low, the force of motivation will not be sufficient for teachers to engage 
in high levels of cooperative planning for successfully integrating and main­
taining LD ad olescents in the regular classroom, for example. It is hypothe­
sized, therefore, that expectancy climate is positively related to the level 
of cooperative planning for learning disability students. 
Before this hypothesis can be tested, valid and reliable measures of the 
structural coupling and expectancy climate must be d eveloped. Therefore, the 
following research questions guided the present study. 
1. What are the content, construct, convergent, and predictive 
validity levels of the structural coupling assessment measures? 
2. What are the content, construct, convergent, and predictive 
validity levels of the expectancy motivation assessment measures? 
3. What are the test-retest and internal consistency reliability 
levels of the structural coupling measures? 
4. What are the test-retest and internal consistency reliability levels 
of the expectancy motivation assessment measures? 
METHODOLOGY 
Subjects 
Separate samples of teachers and administrators were drawn for each 
component of the measurement system. Two LD cla sses were selected for obser­
vation—one from a high school, the other from a junior-high school. In the 
same two schools, the teachers of the two LD c lasses, the two principals, and 
three randomly selected regular teachers were interviewed. 
Finally, 145 teachers and administrators enrolled in graduate courses 
during a university summer school session completed the assessment instruments. 
A response rate of 58% w as achieved for the 250 instruments distributed. The 
145 respondents represent a diverse population of educators in terms of subject 
field, years of teaching experience, and sex. 
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Settings 
The observation and interview measures were administered at two secondary 
schools--a senior high school and a junior high school—in the same suburban 
school district. The senior-high school had an enrollment of 1,125 students 
with a staff of 63 professionals. The junior-high school had 557 students and 
32 professional staff members. 
The educators who completed the assessment instruments represented 67 
schools in 48 districts mostly located in the northeastern quadrant of Kansas. 
The districts and individual schools represented diverse sizes as well as 
different socio-economic and geographic conditions. 
Measurement Systems and Procedures 
The mea surement systems used in the present study included multiple 
indicators for each variable in addition to three methods of data collection— 
participant-observer, interviews, and assessment instruments. Consequently, 
the reliability and validity estimates were established in a fashion approxi­
mating the multitrait-multimethod technique proposed by Campbell and Fiske 
(1959). 
Participant-Observer Method 
In his/her role as participant-observer (ethnographical or anthropological 
approach) the researcher is known and is present in the school as a scientific 
observer. In other words, the investigator participates by being present and 
is usually allowed to do what observers do rather than being expected to 
behave as others behave. Since the field settings of schools are extremely 
complex, it was essential in the present study to clearly determine what was 
to be observed, where observations were to take place, and a means of accurately 
and systematically recording the data. The theoretical models involving 
structural coupling and expectancy m otivation served as general guides for 
selecting and classifying the observations. 
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Prior to the observation phase of the research, the three investigators 
studied and carefully defined the concepts of coupling, expectancy, and effort 
as well as the methods of ethnography and observation. Observation techniques 
were field tested in the LD classroom of a middle school in a suburban school 
district. During the observations researchers recorded all relevant activities 
using paper and pencil. After each observation period, the observers compared 
notes to ensure consistency. Comparisons demonstrated a high degree of consis­
tency. 
The researchers then obtained permission to observe LD cla sses at a high 
school and a junior-high school in a neighboring suburban school district. At 
both schools, the researchers met with the principal and the LD teacher to 
explain the nature of the project. Observation schedules were designed so 
that each researcher would observe both LD classrooms at various times during 
the school day. During the first two visits, the two researchers attended 
both the junior and senior-high school LD class es together to be a ble to 
compare field notes. An additional two visits were made by one researcher to 
the junior-high and three visits by the other researcher to the high school. 
For most of the remaining observations, one researcher concentrated on the 
junior-high, the other on the senior-high class. A t otal of nine observations 
were made. After the observations were completed, the paper and pencil notes 
were typed. Each observation item was coded according to the concept it 
exemplified and was assigned a number within its conceptual category. See 
Appendix A for the categories and example observations within each. 
Personal Interview Method 
Interview schedules were comprised of items based on theoretical founda­
tions and employed a variety of question types (i.e., leading, critical incident, 
and comparative items). For instance, teachers were asked to describe verbally 
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the instructional methods used in a class with high achievers as opposed to a 
class with a large number of LD students. Content-analysis categories with 
detailed descriptors were derived from the theories. Differences in instruc­
tional methods and probabilities of attaining desired outcomes (instrument­
alities) served as the basis for the content-analysis categories. The content-
analysis categories are presented in Appendix A. 
This phase of the research involved interviewing teachers and administrators 
from the two schools in which the participant observations had been conducted. 
Based on the LD te achers' recommendations, five teachers from each building 
were contacted. The principal from each building also was asked for an interview. 
All agreed to participate and signed informed consent statements; interviews 
were tape recorded to facilitate transcription. Interviews included 27 struc­
tured, open-ended questions to allow the respondent to elaborate on the issues 
as desired. A total of nine interviews took place. In the junior-high school 
four people were interviewed—the principal, the LD t eacher, and two classroom 
teachers. In the high school, staff members were interviewed—the principal, 
the LD t eacher, and three classroom teachers. Once the interviews had been 
completed and transcribed, they were combined or grouped with the observation 
field notes and prepared for content analysis. 
Content analysis. The field notes were first content analyzed based on 
definitions of coupling, expectancy, and effort (see Appendix A for categories, 
definitions, and sample statements). The original definitions of the three 
concepts were enhanced to include five degrees of each. Coup!ing was defined 
as (a) loosely coupled, (b) moderately loosely coupled, (c) coupled, (d) 
moderately tightly coupled, and (e) tightly coupled in two areas—teacher-to-
teacher coupling and administrator-to-teacher coupling. Expectancy and effort 
were me asured in five degrees from low to high. Fifty items were chosen 
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randomly from the expectancy and coupling statements whereas all effort observa­
tions were included in the analysis. Researchers categorized and rated the 
items twice with a two-week interval between ratings. Intercoder reliability 
was estimated using a one-way ANOVA (Winer, 1971). 
Reliability estimates for the observation records of the first and second 
content-analysis rating sessions were as follows: .87 and .90 for expectancy, 
.77 and .74 for administrator-teacher coupling, .80 and .80 for teacher-teacher 
coupling, and .72 and .80 for effort. These estimates exceeded the previously 
set criterion of .70, thus indicating that the categories were efficacious. 
Assessment-Instrument Method 
This system which used paper-and-pencil scales to measure structural 
coupling and expectancy climate, is by far the most common meth od of observation 
and data collection in the behavioral sciences (Kerlinger, 1973). The scales 
are more objective and less inferential than the other two measurement techni­
ques applied in this study. In general, these instruments asked administrators 
and teachers to describe the school situation. Descriptions of each scale 
grouped under the structural coupling or expectancy m otivation climate follow. 
Structural coupling. Three short instruments (see Appendix B) were used 
to measure this variable. The Intensity of Work System Interdependence (IWSI) 
scale, developed by Bridges and Hallinan (1978), lists 13 activities. Essen­
tially it asks how m any times per month the respondent engages in each activity 
with members of the faculty. Response categories ranged from 0 to 5+ and were 
scored 0 to 5. The frequencies are summed, resulting in a score which ranges 
from 0 to 65. The higher the score, the tighter the coupling. An alpha 
coefficient (as an e stimate of reliability) of .95 (N=165) was reported (Bridges 
& H allinan, 1978). Validity data also are provided. Teacher scores correlate 
at .56 with principal scores and at -.60 with the variable percent of time 
that teachers work in isolation. 
Coupling was also measured by a communication measure refined by Bridges 
and H allinan. Teachers checked the frequency with which they talk with other 
teachers about each of seven topics (five task-relevant and two task-irrelevant): 
(a) curriculum plans, (b) student reactions, (c) scheduling teaching activities, 
(d) obtaining resources or supplies, (e) individual student needs, (f) personal 
concerns about work, and (g) matters unrelated to school. The weight assigned 
to the six frequency categories approximates the absolute magnitude of dif­
ferences among the categories: daily (5.0), several days a week (2.5), once a 
week (1.0), once or twice a month (.5), once or twice a semester (.25), and 
never (0). The communication score is determined by summing the weights of 
seven items. The theoretical range of scores is 0-35; the alpha coefficient 
as an e stimate of reliability for the seven items in the communication index 
is .88 (N=l93). Content validity was established for these scales. In addi­
tion, the directions were rewritten to ask for frequency with which teachers 
talk with the principal. Therefore, the two measures represent a coupling of 
communication among teachers and between teachers and the principal. The 
items for each scale are presented in Appendix B. 
Expectancy-motivation climate. The scales used in this area were designed 
and mode led after measures developed by Lawler and Suttle (1973). Expectancy 
theory requires that the prediction equation be obtained from the subjects 
whose behavior is to be predicted (Hackman & P orter, 1968; Matsui & I keda, 
1976; Sheridan & Slocum, 1975). Based on the outcomes identified in the 
interviews as desirable, an instrument was developed to measure expectancy, 
valence, and instrumentality. The p ilot instrument consists of two Likert-
type scales, a "Motivation and Reward" scale with eight items for each, and an 
"Expectations" scale consisting of seven items. Subjects responded to each 
item in terms of "Importance of Reward" (valence) and "Likelihood of Getting 
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the Reward" (instrumentality). Response categories on the five-point scale 
range from "very unlikely" to "very likely" for the instrumentality scale. 
The "Expectations" survey also is a five-point scale, ranging from "strongly 
agree" to "strongly disagree." The items for each scale are given in Appendix 
B. 
In addition to the previously described measures that were in the process 
of being pilot tested, two measures of structural coupling (curriculum and 
discipline) (Hoy, 1979) and two measures of expectancy climate (Brookover et 
al., 1977) were used. The purpose of these additional measures was to assist 
the validity assessment of pilot measures (a copy of the measures is available 
upon request from the first author). 
The measures were divided into three sets for distribution. The first 
set contained both the coupling measures and the expectancy measures. The 
second and third sets contained either the coupling or the expectancy measures. 
Each set of measures contained the same demographic information section in­
cluding name, school district, building, level, position, highest degree 
earned, years of experience in education, and num ber of years in the present 
position. 
RESULTS 
To establish the reliability and validity estimates, two procedures were 
used. First, item and scale means, standard deviations, item correlations 
with the scale, and Cronbach's (1959) alpha coefficient were calculated. 
Second, product-moment correlation coefficients were calculated to assess the 
relationships between scales. 
The findings from the data analysis procedures are presented serially for 
each of the four research questions. 
19 
Research Question 1: What Are the Content, Construct, Convergent, and 
Predictive Validity Levels of the Structural Coupling Assessment Measures? 
Content and construct validity. A panel and statistical techniques were 
used to determine content and construct validity. The panel consisted of 
three members—a professor, a public school teacher, and an a dministrator. 
Panelists judged the adequacy of the items comprising each structural coupling 
measure to sample the relevant theoretical constructs. The structural coupling 
items were considered representative of the content of the theoretical defini­
tions of the concepts thereby establishing content validity. 
Item-analysis procedures were applied to the pilot data to determine if 
the items in each structural coupling measure correlated with the overall 
structural coupling constructs represented by the scales. High positive 
correlations provide support for construct validity. Tables 1 and 2 summarize 
results of the item analysis. 
Generally, the means and standard deviations demonstrate adequate vari­
ability although some items approach the end of the scale. The correlation 
coefficients are high and positive, indicating similarity of the items in the 
scale. Combined with Bridges and H allinan's (1978) earlier validity estimates 
the present results lend support to the assertion that the structural coupling 
measures have construct validity. 
Convergent validity. The scores of the structural coupling instruments 
were correlated with those from the participant-observer and the interview-
measurement methods to establish convergent validity. In addition, the two 
general measures of structural coupling, (Hoy, 1979) were also used. Hoy's 
instruments measure the coupling of student discipline and coupling of the 
instructional program. The r eliability estimates for these measures are 
approximately .85. The correlation coefficients for this portion of the study 
are presented in Table 3. 
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The structural coupling measures (Scales 1, 2 and 3 in Table 3) correlate 
significantly with Hoy's instruments (Scales 4 and 5 ). The c oefficients range 
from .22 to .53, with five of the six being significant beyond the .01 level. 
These results support the convergent validity of the IWSI and the two communi­
cation measures. The correlations between interview and assessment instrument 
methods, however, do not add to the evidence for validity. With one exception, 
none of the coefficients is significant. The limited sample size may be 
partly responsible for these results. In summary, convergent validity was 
established for the two sets of structural coupling measures. 
Predictive validity. Scores on the coupling and expectancy climate 
indicators should predict which schools, groups, and teachers will most success­
fully implement the learning strategies intervention model as well as the 
highest levels of cooperative planning between LD t eachers, regular classroom 
teachers, and administrators. Predictive validity will continue to be determined 
as part of KU-IRLD a ctivities. 
Variables normally predicted by school structure were included in the 
present study as a preliminary check of predictive validity. Bridges found 
that the IWSI correlated negatively at the -.50 level with the variable percent 
of time that teachers work in isolation. Other studies consistently have 
found a positive correlation between school structure or coupling and teacher 
job satisfaction and perceived organizational effectiveness. These three 
criterion variables were included to make a preliminary estimate of the pre­
dictive validity (the satisfaction and effectiveness measures are available on 
request from the first author). 
Table 3 contains the correlation coefficients for the predictive validity 
estimates. Intensity of work-system interdependence was found to correlate 
with teacher isolation at -.21, with perceived school effectiveness at .32, 
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and job satisfaction at .34. Communication level among teachers was correlated 
with the same three variables at -.16, .27, and .24, respectively. Similarly, 
communication level between teachers and principal correlated with the criterion 
variables at -.07, .33, and .19. With the exception of the -.07 correlation 
coefficient, all are significantly different from zero. Therefore, results of 
the present study demonstrate preliminary evidence of some degree of predictive 
validity for the structural coupling measures. 
Research Question 2: What Are the Content, Construct, Convergent, and 
Predictive Validity Levels of the Expectancy Motivation Assessment Meas ures? 
Content and construct validity. Panel and statistical techniques similar 
to these applied to structural coupling were used to establish content and 
construct validity. Items were drawn primarily from the transcripts of teacher 
and administrator, interviews from other measures of expectancy motivation, 
and from theoretical models. The panel concluded that the expectancy, instru­
mentality, and valence items were representative of the content of the conceptual 
definitions hereby establishing content validity. 
Item-analysis procedures were used to determine the magnitude of the item 
correlations of the overall constructs represented by the scales. Tables 4 
and 5 contain summaries of the item-analysis procedures. 
Overall, the means and standard deviations exhibit adequate variability. 
Only a few items approach the top of the scale. The correlation coefficients 
are high and positive, indicating overlap between the items and the scale. 
Therefore, the sources of the items and their correlations with the scales are 
considered to demonstrate construct validity. 
Convergent validity. The scores were correlated with those on the expec­
tancy climate assessment instruments from the participant-observer and interview 
measurement methods to establish convergent validity of the expectancy measures. 
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Moreover, two general measures of expectancy developed by Brookover et al. 
(1977) were also used to evaluate the convergent validity of the three compo­
nents and the combined m otivation force model. The Brookover instruments 
measure expectancy to succeed and commitment to improve. The reliability 
estimates, as reported by the authors, are high (approximately .85). The 
correlation coefficients testing the strength of the convergent validity are 
presented in Table 6. 
The specific expectancy measur es based on Vroom's model (1964) are repre­
sented by Scales 1 to 4 in Table 6, while Scales 5 and 6 represent the general 
expectancy measures developed by Brookover and his colleagues. The lowest 
validity estimates were found between valence (Scale 3) and expectancy for 
success (Scale 5) at .06, and commitment to improve (Scale 6) at ,26. The 
parallel coefficients for expectancy (Scale 1) also are very marginal at .12 
and .19, respectively. The validity estimates for instrumental ity (Scale 2) 
are the highest at .22 and .28, while the estimates for the overall expectancy 
force model (Scale 4) are significant at .17 and .31. Although somewhat 
smaller, even though the coefficients are significant, the measures share only 
a small amount of variance. The validity estimates across methods are not 
significant. It was concluded that the expectancy measures show marginal but 
adequate convergent validity levels. 
Predictive validity. As described earl ier in Research Question 1, pre­
dictive validity will be e stablished over the duration of the LD Institute. 
As an intermediate step, however, variables normally predicted by expectancy 
motivation were included in the pilot study as a preliminary check of their 
predictive validity. The criterion variables are hours of effort put forth by 
employees, job satisfaction, and perceived organizational effectiveness. All 
relationships should be positively correlated. 
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Table 6 is composed of correlation coefficients for the predictive validity 
estimates. The four correlation coefficients for the expectancy climate 
components and the effort levels are significant. Only instrumentality and 
the overall force model were correlated significantly with job satisfaction. 
The values of jr are .25 and .30, respectively. Therefore, only limited evi­
dence was found for the preliminary calculation of predictive validity for the 
expectancy measures. 
Research Question 3: What Are the Test-Retest and Internal Consistency 
Reliability Levels of the Structural Coupling Measures? 
Internal consistency reliability. Alpha coefficients (Cronbach, 1959) 
were calculated to estimate the reliability levels of the structural coupling 
assessment instruments. Alpha coefficients are a variation of the split-half 
technique used to estimate the correlations between two random samples from a 
universe of items similar to those in a given scale. The coefficients for the 
structural coupling measures as well as the means and standard deviations of 
the total scales are presented in Table 7. The alpha coefficients are high--.91, 
.79, and .87, respectively. The results support the conclusions that the 
internal consistency levels of the three scales are high, and that the scales 
have the characteristics of excellent measures. 
Test-retest reliability. The instruments were completed by the same 
subjects twice—in early June, 1980 and in late July or August, 1980. Of the 
original 99 participants, 32 completed the three structural coupling scales 
six to eight weeks after the original administration. Results are summarized 
in Table 8. The correlations between the scores are .74 for cooperative 
planning, .73 for communication among teachers, and .55 for communication with 
the principal. 
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Research Question 4: What Are the Test-Retest and Internal Consistency 
Reliability Levels of the Expectancy Motivation Assessment Measures? 
Internal consistency reliability. Alpha coefficients were calculated for 
the three components of the expectancy motivation force (See Table 7). The 
reliability estimates for instrumentality and valence are high—.83 and .79 
respectively. Although lower, .71 alpha for expectancy exceeds the criterion 
level of .70. Therefore, the internal consistency estimates indicate that the 
reliability levels are high enough to warrant further use. 
Test-retest reliability. The instruments were completed by the same 
subjects twice—in early June, 1980 and in late July or August, 1980. The 
results are summarized in Table 8. The test-retest reliability estimates are 
.48, .44, and .41 for expectancy, instrumental 1ity, and valence, respectively. 
In addition, the two criterion measures also demonstrated positive psychometric 
properties with estimates of .48 for perceived organizational effectiveness 
and .81 for job satisfaction. 
DISCUSSION 
The purposes of this study were to establish the validity and reliability 
levels of the scales comprising the measurement systems for structural coupling 
and expectancy climate. Specifically, content, construct, convergent, and 
predictive validity levels, and test-retest and internal consistancy reliability 
levels were of interest. In general, results showed that the validity and 
reliability levels of the measurement systems are adequate for use in future 
studies of structural coupling and expectancy climate. 
The structural coupling measures demonstrated excellent psychometric 
characteristics. With a few e xceptions, the correlation coefficients for the 
construct and convergent validity estimates were high. The predictive validity 
estimates add to the evidence that the measures are efficacious. In addition, 
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the internal consistency values exceeded the criterion of .70 with alpha 
levels ranging from .79 to .91. Finally, the measures displayed characteristics 
similar to those found in the earlier study by Bridges and H allinan (1978). 
Apparently the expectancy measures are less powerful than the coupling 
scales. The evidence for content and construct validity, however, is excellent. 
While item correlation coefficients with the appropriate scale were variable, 
they were in the predicted direction. Moreover, the coefficient alpha values 
of .71, .79, and .83, respectively, for the components of the expectancy force 
levels are positive indicators for a measurement system. The weaknesses 
appear in the convergent and predictive validity characteristics. Although 
the correlation coefficients for the overall force model and the general 
expectancy measures are significant, they share little variance. Similar 
relationships exist for the predictive validity estimates, that is, significant 
coefficients but minimal overlap of variance. The results are somewhat mixed 
but the balance favors the conclusion that the expectancy climate measures are 
adequate for continued use. 
The final issue to be c onsidered relates to the lack of relationships 
between the results of the interview and assessment instrument techniques. 
The most obvious reason is the small sample size. The intensity of the inter­
view and content-analysis procedure requires so many resources that only a 
limited number of subjects could be included. Therefore, the sample size 
mitigated against finding support across methods. Hemes (1976) suggested 
another reason since coupling and expectancy produce subtle effects requiring 
very sensitive detection devices, the researchers may have eliminated the 
systematic relationships as they processed the interview data through the 
content-analysis procedure. 
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Finally, the results support the contention that the measures have adequate 
validity and reliability levels for use in further research efforts. Therefore, 
continued research at the KU-IRLD w ill focus on testing the hypotheses drawn 
earlier in this paper: (a) structural coupling is positively related to the 
levels of cooperative planning for learning disabled students that occur 
within and between school units; and (b) expectancy climate is positively 
related to the level of cooperative planning for learning disabled students 
that occur within and between school units. 
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Table 1 
Summary of the Item-Analysis Procedures for the Intensity of Work 
System Interdependence Scale in the Structural Coupling Instrument 
Item 
Standard Correlation 
Item Mean Deviation with Scale 
a 2.17 2.02 .51 
b 2.24 1.95 .64 
c 2.28 1.93 .61 
d 1.84 1.98 .52 
e .97 1.57 .52 
f 1.68 1.49 .73 
g 1.48 1.61 .74 
h 1.04 1.46 .66 
i .89 1.40 .67 
J .73 1.43 .65 
k .75 1.48 .62 
1 1.26 1.75 .70 
m 2.09 1.81 .55 
Note 1. The items are provided in Appendix A. 
Note 2. The range for the response scale is 0 to 5. 
Note 3. The degrees of freedom equalled 97; and the critical 
values of r at the .05 and .01 levels are .16 and .23, 
respectively. 
Table 2 
Summary of the Item-Analysis Procedures for the Two Levels of 
Communication Scales in the Structural-Coup! ing Instrument 
Frequency of Discussion 












a 1.11 1.34 .53 .62 .97 .64 
b 1.39 1.32 .65 .58 .88 .72 
c .97 1.30 .63 .65 1.06 .73 
d 1.18 1.33 .48 . .86 1.21 .74 
e 1.77 1.73 .58 .97 1.28 .71 
f 2.04 1.67 .46 .77 1.21 .54 
g 3.64 1.83 .27 1.57 1.75 .40 
Note 1. The items are provided in Appendix A. 
Note 2. The range for the response scale is 0 to 5. 
Note 3. The degrees of freedom e qualled 97, the critical 
values of _r at the .05 and .01 levels are .16 and 
.23, respectively. 
Table 3 
Summary of the Correlation Coefficients Indicating the Convergent and 
Predictive Validity Levels of the Structural Coupling Instrument 
Method 
Assessment Instruments Interviews 
Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 - -69* -27 
2 45 - -22 -09 
3 37 53 - -49 -37 
4 29 22 31 - -48 -35 
5 54 31 38 62 - -28 -76* 
6 -21 -16 -07 -09 -21 -
7 32 27 33 36 51 -1 3 -
8 34 24 19 28 48 00 23 -
Note 1. 1 = Intensity of Work System In terdependence, 2 = Com­
munication Level among Teachers, 3 = Commu nication 
Level between Teachers and P rincipal, 4 = Coupling 
of Discipline Procedures, 5 = Coupling of the 
Instructional Program, 6 = Isolation, 7 = Perceived 
School Effectiveness, 8 = Job Satisfaction, 9 = 
Administrator-Teacher Coupling, 10 = Teacher-Teacher 
Coupling. 
Note 2. For scales 1-8 the degrees of freedom equalled 97; 
the critical values of r. at the .05 and the .01 levels 
are .16 and .23, respectively. 
Note 3. For scales 9 and 10, the degrees of freedom e qualled 5; 
the critical values of £ at the .05 and .01 levels are 
.67 and .83, respectively. 
Note 4. The correlation coefficients have been m ultiplied by 100. 
Table 4 
Summary of the Item Analysis Procedures for the Instrumentality and 
Valence Scales in the Expectancy Climate Instrument 












a 4.05 .69 .60 4.21 .75 .39 
b 4.09 .64 .62 4.11 .79 .66 
c 3.75 .67 .48 4.00 .75 .32 
d 4.50 .64 .54 4.32 .68 .52 
e 3.76 .80 .47 4.07 .78 .38 
f 3.77 .69 .52 3.92 .81 .43 
g 3.84 .76 .53 3.91 .83 .71 




The items are provided in Appendix A. 
The range for the response scale is 1 to 5. 
The degrees of freedom e qualled 101; the critical 
values of £ at the .05 and .01 levels are .16 and 
.23, respectively. 
Table 5 
Summary o f the Item Analysis Procedures for the Expectancy 
Scale in the Expectancy Climate Instrument 
Item 
Standard Correlation 
Item Mean Deviation with Scale 
a 3.86 .85 .26 
b 3.46 1.14 .31 
c 3.06 1.11 .54 
d 3.43 1.00 .47 
e 3.60 .82 .52 
f 3.37 .94 .55 
g 4.12 .81 .30 
Note 1. Items are provided in Appendix A. 
Note 2. The range for the response scale is 1-5. 
Note 3. The degrees of freedom e qualled 101; the critical 
values of _r at the .05 and .01 levels are .16 and 
.23, respectively. 
Note 4. Items b and c are reverse scored. 
Table 6 
Summary of the Correlation Coefficients Indicating the Convergent 
and Predictive Validity Levels of Expectancy Climate Instruments 
Method 
Assessment Instruments Interviews 
Scale 12345678 9 
1 - -46 
2 37 - -10 
3 16 46 - -05 
4 75 78 67 - -
5 12 22 06 17 - 31 
6 19 28 26 31 40 - 11 
7 22 25 14 30 14 15 - -34 





















Expectancy, 2 = Instrumentality, 3 = Valence, 
Force of Motivation, 5 = Expectancy of Success, 
Commitment to Improve, 7 = Job Satisfaction, 
Effort, 9 = General Expectancy, 
scales 1-8, the degrees of freedom equalled 101 
critical values of £ at .05 and .01 levels were 
and .23, respectively, 
scale 9, the degrees of freedom 
critical values of £ at the .05 and 
.62 and .79, respectively. 
The correlation coefficients have been m ultiplied by 100. 
equalled 6; the 
.01 levels are 
Table 7 
Summary of Means, Standard Deviations, and Alpha Coefficients as 
Reliability Estimates for the Scales in the Structural 
Coupling and Expectancy Climate Instruments 
Number Standard 
Scale _N of Items Mean Deviation Alpha 
Intensity of Work 
System Interdependence 99 13 19.40 15.07 .91 
Level of Communication 
among Teachers 99 7 12.10 6.95 .79 
Level of Communication 
with Principal 99 7 6.04 6.21 .87 
Instrumentality 103 8 32.07 3.80 .83 
Valence 103 8 32.85 3.97 .79 
Expectancy 141 7 24.91 4.05 .71 
Table 8 
Summary of the Means, Standard Deviations, and T est-Retest 











Intensity of Work 
System Int erdependence 41 21.60 16.78 25.34 16.76 .74 
Level of Communication 
among Teachers 41 11.76 5.95 12.42 6.62 .73 
Level of Communication 
with Principal 41 8.43 5.92 8.00 6.03 .55 
Expectancy 41 24.70 3.81 24.58 3.85 .48 
Instrumentality 32 31.47 3.72 30.98 4.18 .44 
Valence 32 32.91 3.84 33.05 3.71 .41 
Perceived Organizational 
Effectiveness 41 25.77 4.90 26.02 4.55 
% 
.48 
Job Satisfaction 41 25.51 4.90 25.17 4.68 .81 
APPENDIX A 
CONTENT ANALYSIS C ATEGORIES FOR 
STRUCTURAL COUPLING A MONG T EACHERS 
1. Loosely Coupled: Teachers work independently of each other. They 
have little or uncertain knowledge of each other. Control is left 
to the individual teacher. 
Example Statements: 
1. I assume s/he has channels to getting materials. 
2. I do n ot know how ma ny pupils from my department are referred 
to the LD program . 
3. I would have to estimate the number of students the LD 
teachers sees daily. 
4. I do not know ho w grades are assigned to LD s tudents in other 
classes. 
5. I (LD te acher) do not really go into the regular classroom. 
6. I never refer students to the LD program. 
2. Moderately Loosely Coupled: Teachers work independently of each 
other but share some concerns and ideas. They consult each 
other occasionally about classroom problems and needs. 
Example S tatements: 
1. I speak with the LD t eacher three or four times a week, 
not necessarily about the LD program o r the students. 
2. We have a building budget and s/he (LD teacher) probably 
has some sort of supplementary sums (s/he does). 
3. I would guess s/he grades on a point basis. 
4. Teachers may reach agreement without carrying it out. 
3. Coupled: Teachers work independently but also share concerns, 
ideas, techniques, and knowledge about students. They meet 
occasionally to make joint decisions about curriculum or 
policy. They mee t randomly. 
Example Statements: 
1. Classes (LD) are a lot less structured than mine. 
2. Teacher pointed out to one student that he could bring work 
from another class to do in the LD room. 
3. The librarian has given us encyclopedias. 
4. Teachers encourage each other. 
5. Teachers are aware of activities in other departments. 
6. Teachers occasionally refer students to LD program. 
4. Moderately Tightly Coupled: Teachers discuss concerns, even work 
for students, though they implement the work separately. They 
may plan lessons together or utilize the same resource. Teachers 
have planned meetings. 
Example Statements: 
1. If they were in my class half the time and in his/hers (LD) 
the other half, we would average the two groups. 
2. S/he (LD t eacher) keeps us up to date; if we have a particular 
question about a student, we check with her/him. 
3. She keeps us well informed. 
4. The LD aid e helped a girl with her Driver's Ed homework. 
5. Teachers compliment and praise each other. 
5. Tightly Coupled: Teachers work closely together to develop and 
implement a program. They meet frequently to make decisions 
about program, students, materials. They prepare and sometimes 
teach lessons together. 
Example Statements: 
1. Teachers are extremely cooperative and work well with me 
(LD teacher). 
2. Student works with the LD te acher and the regular teacher on 
a need basis. 
3. Everyone's staying in the social studies class and the teacher 
and I (LD te acher) are modifying their programs. 
4. I am no t reluctant to refer students to the LD program. 
CONTENT ANALYSIS C ATEGORIES FOR 
TEACHER A ND AD MINISTRATOR COUPLING 
1. Loosely Coupled: The teacher works independently of the administration. 
The teacher makes d ecisions. Teachers and administrators have little 
or uncertain knowledge about each other. 
Example Statements: 
1. How m any students does the LD teacher see a day? Forty 
some, I think (principal). 
2. What are some of the successes of the LD program? I 
would not have any idea of individual students (principal). 
3. I don't really know which department refers the most students 
(principal). 
2. Moderately Loosely Coupled: Teacher has independence but 
administrators show interest and awareness. Teachers may 
consult administrators occasionally. 
Example Statements: 
1. I stop in her classroom every once in a while. As a rule, 
I kind of stay out of the way there (principal). 
2. It (support from the administrator) would have to be at my 
initiation (principal). 
3. We don't make announcements on the P.A. system on a routine 
basis (principal). 
3. Coupled: The teacher and administration share responsibilities. 
They m ake decisions together. 
Example Statements: 
1. The procedure for referring students to the LD program 
is initiated by the teacher and followed through by the 
counselors. 
2. I'm learning from the LD teacher how to be positive about 
his/her minimal gains with LD stu dents (principal). 
3. If the teacher needs materials, the teacher suggests the 
materials and the principal supplies the funds. 
4. Administrators make resources available for teacher use. 
5. Mutual respect between teachers and administrators. 
4. Moderately Tightly Coupled: The a dministration or school policy 
primarily determines the outcomes but with teacher inputs. 
Administrators consult teachers about their ideas. The c entral 
office approves programs. 
Example Statements: 
1. The aide puts the attendance report on the door. 
2. Mr. B. (V.P.) takes care of most of the discipline problems. 
3. If a teacher has a real discipline problem, s/he can have the 
kids come for detention or send them out of the room t o the 
vice principal. 
5. Tightly Coupled: The administration and/or school policy has 
complete control. The administrators make decisions. 
Example Statements: 
1. That's strictly the principal (who evaluates teachers). 
2. (Curriculum changes) must be approved by next door's 
administration and the school board eventually; I know 
they're really very careful to keep the two junior highs 
together. 
3. To initiate a change, the principal is the starting place. 
4. Administrators set the policy. 
CONTENT AN ALYSIS CATEGORIES FOR E XPECTANCY 
1. Low Expectancy: Teachers exhibiting low expectancy feel that 
students have below average ability, and that little can be done 
to help them. They express doubt as to the probability of such 
student finishing high school, and expect that they will always 
need help to get by. 
Example Statements: 
1. Learning disabled students are far below average and need 
lots of help. 
2. We i dentified the students in junior high school and pre-
enrolled them in the LD cl ass. 
3. This year I have so ma ny h ard-core kids that I know wh at's 
going to happen. When I test them, it's going to be like 
subskills but it's not going to be real big gains, I bet 
you, and I 'll probably feel kind of depressed. 
4. You c an't get these problems without help (instructions to 
student). 
2. Moderate-Low Expectancy: Teachers feel that the students are a 
little below average ability; however, most will be able to 
finish high school. They feel the student will show slight 
improvement with a great deal of time and help. 
Example Statements: 
1. I was surprised that they like spelling. 
2. I think a lot of LD people have trouble with reading and, thus, 
cannot cope in regular classrooms. 
3. If they will stay in school and do their very best, they can 
graduate. 
4. Teacher underestimates student's capacity. 
5. Students require more individual attention. 
6. You will be able to solve some of these problems. 
3. Neutral Expectancy: These teachers feel the students are 
of average ability and that they will not only finish high school 
but that some will try college. Such teachers also feel that 
the students will find jobs and function normally. 
Example Statements: 
1. Students will finish high school. 
2. I think they're treated as ordinary students, which I think is 
good because they are. 
3. Kids are the same no m atter who they are. 
4. Students should do as much work as they can. 
5. Students can do the work presented. 
4. Moderate-High Expectancy: Teachers in this category feel the 
students may be abov e average in ability. They feel the 
student will overcome their learning disability, and that they 
will make much progress in school. 
Example Statements: 
1. Many of the students leave the LD program and return to the 
regular classroom and get along fine. 
2. In some ways, I think we expect kids to work harder when they 
become involved in the LD progra m because we think they can 
succeed at it. 
3. One girl came in from math class because she was falling way 
behind. All she needed was a little self-confidence; she 
soon went back to class and is doing very well now. 
4. Students can work these problems and get most of them c orrect. 
5. High Expectancy: These teachers feel that the students may be 
well above average in ability and that they are likely to become 
community l eaders—with a little help the students will go far in 
1 i f e. 
Example Statements: 
1. Some of them ar e probably pretty good, pretty intelligent 
kids. 
2. Frustration is no excuse in the LD c lass. 
3. There are some who should go to college, they are very 
bright. 
4. The student completes assignments accurately. 
CONTENT ANALYSIS C ATEGORIES FOR EF FORT 
1. Low E ffort: The teacher shows little or no interest in helping 
students. This attitude includes not using available school 
resources, such as the library, or giving students or co-teachers 
extra help when asked. 
Example Statements: 
1. Teacher spends only minimal time with students. 
2. Teacher offers no help to other teachers. 
3. Teacher does not attend screenings. 
2. Moderately Low E ffort: The teacher does only what is required. 
The teacher makes no attempt to go beyon d the school day or the 
established curriculum. 
Example Statements: 
1. Makes no effort to identify new students for the program. 
2. Only works with students or teachers when asked to do so. 
3. Makes no inquiries as to progress of students. 
3. Moderate Effort: The teacher spends some time beyond the school 
day helping students or other teachers. Has spent some time 
improving the program. 
Example Statements: 
1. S/he gives some handouts once in a while to tell us how to 
work with LD kids. 
2. I give lots of examples to the students who need help (LD 
teachers). 
3. I will work with teachers who tell me they want help with 
a student. 
4. The LD teacher has difficulty identifying students for 
programs. 
4. Moderately High Effort: Frequently does more than what is required. 
The teacher usually spends extra time with students or staff. The 
teacher uses other school resources to improve her program. 
Example Statements: 
1. Most of my instruction is individualized (LD teacher). 
2. S/he is always giving us something that will help us with 
an LD k id. 
3. S/he went over a lot of things in a faculty meeting that have 
helped us work with kids. 
4. Teacher attempts to identify students for program. 
5. High Effort: The teacher is always working with and for the 
students. The teacher involves himself/herself in outside school 
activities to work with the students and to get them involved. 
The teacher is always looking for new m aterials to help students. 
Example Statements: 
1. Right now I have three classes of individualized instruction. 
2. I spend 45 min. to an hour writing student short-term goals. 
3. I sponsored the drill team so some of my kids could get 
involved and get away from the LD ste reotype. 
4. Teacher always tries to place student in the most appropriate 
programs. 
APPENDIX B: STRUCTURAL COUPLING A ND E XPECTANCY M EASURES 
Structural Coup!ing Measure #1: Intensity of Work System Interdependence 
On the average, how often do you jointly engage in each of the 
following activities with members of the faculty? Circle the number 
which comes closest to describing how o ften you jointly engage in the 
activity each month. Please describe what actually occurs rather 
than what you believe should occur. 
Response categories. Average Number of Times Per Month: 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5+. 
Jointly schedule use of physical space 
Jointly schedule use of instructional materials 
Jointly schedule use of instructional equipment 
Jointly schedule times for students to meet with particular teachers 
in the work group 
Jointly determine size of instructional groups 
Jointly select instructional materials 
Jointly select topics to be taught 
Jointly decide the order in which topics will be taught 
Jointly decide the methods to be used in teaching the topics 
Jointly prepare lessons or units 
Jointly teach lessons or units 
Jointly evaluate the progress of students 
Jointly decide how to handle student discipline problems 
2. What are the total number of hours you spend each week in school? 
Please consider all time spent at school including lunch hours and 
planning periods. 
Of this total, how m any hours do you work in isolation of other 
tea che rs ? 
Structural Coupling Measure #2: Communication with Peers 
By placing a check mark ( / ) in the appropriate column, please indicate 
how often you talk with other teachers about: 
Response Categories: Daily, Several Times a Week, Once a Week, Once 
or Twice a Month, Once o r Twice a Semester, Never. 
General curriculum plans for a class 
Student reactions to a specific lesson 
Scheduling teaching activities 
Getting instructional resources or supplies 
Learning needs of a particular student 
Personal gripes or concerns about work 
Matters unrelated to school and teaching 
Structural Coup!inq Measure #3: Teacher Communication with Principals 
By placing a check mark ( /) in the appropriate column, please indicate 
how often you talk with the principal, an associate or assistant 
principal about: 
General curriculum plans for a class 
Student reactions to a specific lesson 
Scheduling teaching activities 
Getting instructional resources or supplies 
Learning needs of a particular student 
Personal gripes or concerns about work 
Matters unrelated to school and teaching 
Expectancy Items 
Response categories: Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, 
Strongly Agree. 
High faculty initiative leads to the attainment of the desired 
educational objectives. 
Energetic educators are not particularly successful teachers. 
Expending high levels of energy does not lead to commensurate 
levels of student achievement. 
Working as hard as I can results in goal accomplishment. 
Putting forth a high degree of effort leads to a high level of 
of performance. 
Intensive efforts by educators leads to high student achievement. 
Good job performance by a teacher requires hard work. 
Valence and Instrumentality Items 
Response Categories for Items Used to Measure Instrumentality: Not at 
all likely, Somewhat unlikely, 50-50 chance, Quite likely, Extremely likely. 
Response Categories for Items Used to Measure Valence: Less Important, 
Moderately Important, Important, Quite Important, Extremely Important. 
Having positive relationships with students 
The opportunity to develop your skills and abilities 
Your students' behavior 
Positive feelings about yourself as an educator 
Keeping student frustration at a low level 
Your students acquiring an interest in the subject matter 
Your chances of learning new things 
Your chances of accomplishing something worthwhile 
